, as they always have done also since then, focus on grammar and on expressions of grammar clauses, and properties of clauses, pronouns, and other cohesive devices, and in this way, in my view, reduced the importance of discourse to surface structure phenomena, I always was more interested in the semantics of discourse, and therefore in coherence, a notion which they don't use and actually never came to grasp, because they didn't have a proper semantics, and even later, when in psychology also the notion of cognition and cognitive-based ideas of coherence, for example, in terms of mental models have been developed, they simply were not interested because they are not working in cognition. And in the second chapter of my last book on Discourse in Context (2008) I explain in detail why systemic grammar actually missed many aspects, like systematic semantics, pragmatics, like cognition, many other developments of the last 40 years. So the basic differences between the work other people, including myself, have done on the coherence of discourse in terms of semantic relationship between propositions on one end, and the work being done on the surface manifestations of coherence in Cohesion in English and other books, which actually are neither necessary, nor sufficient, because you can have coherence without these cohesive devices, and you can have cohesive devices which do not guarantee coherence at all. So it is important that these be described, but only together with the underlying semantics of coherence. So that is important to start, to have some idea about the 70s, and how my book Text and Context (1977) , and not only my disserta-
